E.L. Crosby 

Box 138, Route 4- 

Excelsior, Minn. 55331 

November 2nd, 1971 
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Dear Harold, 

In light of our conversation on Thursday, October §8, it is 
clear to me that an abridgement of Post Mortem along’ the lines 
originally proposed is impossible. In this letter I shall propose 
an alternate means of cooperation between us. At the moment I doubt 
that you will want to accept it, but perhaps at some future time 
you will. 

When I left on Friday morning I said that I would, send you an 
outline of points to be included and excluded from the abridgement. 

It appears to me now, however, that this is not the crux of our 
disagreement. There are three major aims I have in producing a book 
on the assassination: 

1 . To present the evidence from the autopsy and related materials 
"5 V showing that more than one man shot at J.F.K. 

2. To present only the minimum number of points nec^esjiar^ for proof, 
but present these in detail and with such logic they cannot be 

refuted. 

3. To show how it is that the Warren Commission and other agencies 
ignored - overlooked - covered-up the above information. 'hj^.xnjcx 

It is fairly certain that we both share the first aim, but our 
views on what is necessary and appropriate for the last two aims are 
obviously different. In light of the lengthy and abrasive discussion 
we had, 1 can see no way for me to be editor of Post Mortem and 
reach an understanding with you on these points. 

Let me review the differences which I believe exist over the 
last two aims, in order to be sure we see these in the same way. 

As a result of our discussion of McClellend and the wouAd to the 
left side of the head, it is clear that you will want to include 
more factual material that I feel is appropriate, although exactly 
how much more is not clear. Of greater signifigance is our view 
of what material is the moot convincing. I feel the new material 
on the autopsy and spectrographic analysis, etc, is much more 
convincing than the material on the clothing. Therefore the latter 
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would receive considerably less attention in any book 

Our views over what constitutes a logical presentation are very 
different. As Po s t Mortem now stands, it needs to be completely 
reworked to meet my criteria of a logical argument . You, on the 
other hand, seem to feel that my desire for precision is in- 
appropriate since it leads to knit-picking and is aimed at those who 
will never be convinced anyway. Although this is a legitimate 
difference between us, it leads to problems which are insoluable. 

It means that I want to expound some points even more fully than 
you do in your full version, while leaving out completely many 
points you wish to have covered. This does not correspond to your 
idea of what an editor or abridger , should do. 

This leads to the point of whether it is appropriate for me to 
ask you for such major revisions of your book. You are certainly 
correct in saying that I am going far beyond what is the normal 
role of editor. This does not bother me unless it means that I 
originally misrepresented to you the role I would play. I do not 
believe this is the case, however, since in September you appeared 
to offer me much more leeway than most editors are normally given 
and I in turn did not see the degree to which my viev/s about logical 
arguments would differ from yours. 

But even if I have not misled you in the past, the time has now 
come to be very sure of our relationship. I feel it would be very 
harmful for us both to continue in anything like the standard 
author-editor role. Not only are we in disagreement over the logic 
and organization ox the book, but we disagree over the third aim 
I list, that of showing how and why the W arren Commission failed. 

I found our twelve hour discussion of Thursday-Friday AM very 
disagreeable. You have strong views which you express in a very 
outspoken manner. It was only with great effort that I restrained 
my anger as much as I did. Since I believe that such discussions 
do not lead to a resolution of our differences, I shall now propose 
another type of agreement between us. 

In place of our original tentative agreement of Sept. 20, 1971, 

I want to make an offer along the following lines: 
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2 . 
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I shall pay you g> 10,000 for whatever use you please, in return 
for the right to produce my own book on the assassination using 
your materials and coming to conclusions so similar at points 
to your conclusions that they would normally be considered 
illegal given your copy write on Post Mortem . You will therefore 
give me a waiver to use any copywritten material from Po s t Mortem 
so long as I clearly indicate the source. 

The exact list of documents you allow me to use is open to 
negotiation, but will include at a minimum the documents you 
have already given me plus Specter’s internal memos and the 
documents and information relating to spectrographic analysis , etc . 
You will be allowed under the terms of our agreement to come out 
with a private printing of Post Mortem at any time you please. 

You will not be allowed, however, to come out with a commercial 
printing or reprinting of Post Mortem or any revised version of 
it within a year of the time when you receive the 0 10,000. 

In producing my book, recognition will be given to you. If you 
wish, you will be listed as the author of the book and I will 
be listed as editor and collaborator. If, however, you do not 
wish to be associated with my views, you will simply be listed 
as the person who did the investigative work without which the 
book could not have been published. There are other possibilities 



here open to negotiation. 

3. If you wish, my book will be entitled Po s t Mortem . If you do not 
want me to use this title, I shall select one of my own. 

6. In working on my book I have the right to interview whomever I 
please, showing them whatever information I deem necessary. I also 
have the ri'-.ht to see’'" the help o f someone like Gary Schooner in 
writing the book, even bo the point of collaborating in a joint 
effort . 

7. I will keep the first $ 10,000 profit from my book; 80# of the 
profits thereafter will go to you. You will keep any profits you 
make from a private printing of Post Mortem . 

8. I will probably not want to enter into an agreement like this until after 
Ihave finished my Fh. D. thesis in the spring of 1972. Indeed if my thesis 
is successful enough, I may not want to enter this agreement at all. I am 
sure that you would like to try other avenues of publishing your book before 
you resort to this agreement anyway. The above points therefore represent a 
possible future agreement and not something I am prepared to enter into 
immediately. 




I know several points offered here will not be to your liking. 
The attempt to limit any commercial publishing of Post Mortem for 
a year will surely strike you as inappropriate or worse . I an not 
willing, however, to give up # 10,000 and perhaps a year of my time 
only to have a book I write not be published because you have 
published Post Mortem in some commercial form. 

I hope you will be able to see your way at some point to discuss 
with me an agreement along the lines of the one outlined here. 

Since this issue is of great importance to both you and me, as well 
as to any proper historical understanding of the case, I feel we 
should get advice about what we are doing. To that end I have sent 
copies of this letter to the people listed below. Although not all 
of them may want to be involved in giving us advice, I feel that 
all of them have an understanding of the case and of our positions 
sufficient to make their views worthwhile should they be kind enough 
to want bo help us. However, if we are not able to work out an 
agreement along the lines suggested in this letter, I will consider 
any mutual effort between us to be at an end. 

My best regards to you and Lil, 




P.S. The above offer is contingent upon my being able to satisfy my- 
self about whether the movement of the shoulders is sufficient 
to obscure the true location of a back wound. If it is, then 
statements about the location of the wound which differ only by 
2 inches become insignificant and one of our major points 
disappears. Should this be the case, I will not undertake the 
book under any circumstances. 




cc ; Jerry Policoff 
Howard Hoffman 
Gary Schoener 




